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Abstract 
The economic depression originated from The Economic Crisis of 2008, productivity and competitiveness became more crucial 
mainly for the SME's which are much more fragile than the large firms in times of economic fluctuations. In this framework, main 
aim of this study is to analysis the competitiveness of Turkish economy within the scope of WEF global competitiveness index for 
the 2011-2012 period.  According to WEF global competitiveness index report, Turkish economy The rank of Turkish economy in 
the WEF global competitiveness index 2011–2012  is 59.  The rank of Turkish economy in the  basic requirements  is 64 , in the  
efficiency enhancers is 52  and in the  innovation and sophistication factors is  58 .  In these circumstances, it is vital for the Turkish 
economy improve  competitiveness level in order to achieve sustainable long run economic growth. 
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1. Introduction 
The global depression have led to changes and transformations. Economic ones standing first on the list, socio-
economic, political and legal changes are eventuating consecutively in the world. According as ongoing the recession 
caused by the Global Crisis, decision units seek for increasing the level of savings in the economy hence productivity 
and competitiveness come into prominence. 
Increasing competition level in the world economy has important effects on the countries and firms.  Both firms and 
countries adjust themselves against hard competition to survive. Main aim of this study is to analysis the 
competitiveness of Turkish economy within the scope of  WEF global competitiveness index for the 2011-2012 
period. For this reason, in the second section, it is analyzed determinants of the competitiveness and the WEF global 
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competitiveness index. In the third section, the competitiveness of Turkish economy within the scope of  WEF global 
competitiveness index. Finally it is concluded for the Turkish economy to improve the competitiveness.  
2. Determinants of the Competitiveness and the WEF Global Competitiveness Index 
There are lots of determinants of competitiveness in the both microeconomic and macroeconomic level. In this study 
we analyse the macroeconomic determinants of competitiveness  within the scope of  World Economic Forum (WEF) 
Global Competitiveness Index (GCI). Then we analyze competitiveness  structure of the Turkish economy by using 
the GCI. The World Economic Forum has based its competitiveness analysis on the Global Competitiveness Index 
(GCI) since 2005. GCI is an extensive tool used for measuring the microeconomic and macroeconomic foundations of 
national competitiveness.  Competitiveness is explained as the set of institutions, policies, and factors that affects the 
level of productivity of a country by World Economic Forum. The level of productivity, in turn, sets the level of 
prosperity that can be earned by an economy (Xavier Sala-I-Martin, et.al., 2011). 
The productivity level determines the rates of return obtained by investments such as physical, human, and 
technological, in an economy. The rates of return are the essential drivers of the growth rates of the economy, so a 
more competitive economy is one that is likely to grow faster in the medium to long run. Competitiveness involves 
static and dynamic components. The productivity of a country determines its ability to sustain a high level of income, 
however it is also one of the main factors of the returns to investment, which is a key element in explaining an 
economy’s growth potential (SADC, 2012). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is very important for the countries improve productivity by developing economic policies in the both 
microeconomic and macroeconomic level. Productivity and competitiveness are influenced  by many determinants 
Figure 1: The 12 Pillars Of Competitiveness 
Source: Xavier Sala-I-Martin, et.al., 2011 
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(Competitiveness Forum, 2012). Understanding the factors behind this process has been an issue  discussed by 
economists for hundreds of years, which helped growth of theories ranging from Adam Smith’s focus on 
specialization and the division of labour to neoclassical economists’ emphasis on investment in physical capital and 
infrastructure.  Although determinants such as education and training, technological progress, macroeconomic 
stability, good governance, firm sophistication, and market efficiency are the key elements for competitiveness and 
growth, they are not mutually exclusive two or more of them can be significant at the same time, and in fact that is 
what has been shown in the economic literature.  This open-endedness is captured within the GCI by including a 
weighted average of many different components, each measuring a different aspect of competitiveness. These 
components are grouped into 12 pillars of  competitiveness in Figure 1 (Xavier Sala-I-Martin, et.al., 2011). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table-1 shows The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 results. Switzerland is the first in the overall index, and 
innovation and sophistication factors. Singapore is the first in the basic requirements index and  efficiency enhancers 
 
Source: Xavier Sala-I-Martin, et.al., 2011 
Table-1 The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 
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index. Turkey is 59th  in the overall index, 64th in the basic requirements index,  52nd in the efficiency enhancers 
index and  58th  in the  innovation and sophistication factors.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Xavier Sala-I-Martin, et.al., 2011 
Table-2 The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 
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Table-2 shows the classification of the countries by the Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012. Stage 1 covers the 
factor driven economies, stage 2 covers the efficiency driven economies and ths stage 3 covers the innovation-driven 
economies and there are also two transition stage. The Turkish econom is in the transition stage from 2 to 3. 
 
3. The Competitiveness of the Turkish Economy Within The Scope Of  WEF Global Competitiveness Index 
The Turkish economy has not only important competitiveness advantages but also competitiveness disadvantages 
against the her competitors. In this section we analyze the competitiveness of Turkish economy within the scope of  
WEF global competitiveness index. First of all, we review the literature on the competitiveness of Turkish economy: 
Erzan and Filiztekin  (1997) stated that as a basis for adjustment policies in Turkey, it is assumed that the impact of 
the Customs Union (CU) will be more severe on small- and medium-scale enterprises (SMSEs) in comparison with 
large establishments. Erzan and Filiztekin  (1997) analyzed growth in value added and productivity 
in Turkish manufacturing with respect to industry and size; then scrutinizes the hypothesis above by analyzing the 
vulnerability of firms depending on their sizes. Erzan and Filiztekin  (1997) stated  that the effects of the Customs 
Union on economic environment manifest themselves in terms of the level of protection, import penetration, the wage 
level, exchange rates and exchange rate volatility; and, changes in domestic and foreign demand, and credit 
availability. Erzan and Filiztekin  (1997)  assert  that the most crucial  finding of the study was unlike large firms 
which could insulate themselves from adverse macroeconomic conditions and fluctuations, SMSEs were affected from 
economic instability badly. Especially, employment of small firms were depressed from the mentioned instabilities 
and value added growth SMSEs managed to maintain their productivity by labour reduction. Therefore the 
“flexibility” advantage attributed to the SMSEs seems to originate from the leaner impact of labour regulations and 
union activity on smaller establishments. Another suggestion of the study was that to rather than firm closures, 
employment and production losses in the SMSEs would be originated from adverse economic conditions. "In terms of 
both the impact of import penetration and adverse economic conditions and fluctuations, the findings give support to 
the argument that SMSEs might be more vulnerable in the initial phase of adjustment to the CU. In the longer term, 
however, to the extent that CU will contribute to macroeconomic stability in Turkey, SMSEs would be better off. 
Probably the only robust policy recommendation that can be drawn from this analysis in support of the SMSEs is 
giving high priority to macroeconomic stability, particularly in the initial phase of the adjustment to the CU. The 
results also give some support to the generally held view that the SMSEs are at a disadvantage in input markets, 
particularly in credits. Hence, policies geared to increasing their access to the financial markets seem appropriate". 
Akgüngör,  Barbaros  and Kumral  (2002) investigated the competitive power of Turkey's tomato, grape, and citrus 
fruit processing industry product exports (products with the highest shares in Turkey's total fruit and vegetable 
exports) in the EU market. They found that “the export similarity index reveals that Greece, Spain, and Portugal are 
Turkey's competitors. The revealed comparative advantage index and comparative export performance index show 
that Turkey's competitive power is higher than Spain and Portugal in processed grape exports, and is higher than 
Greece and Portugal in citrus fruit exports. There is no indication of competitiveness for processed tomato exports. 
The econometric import demand model reveals that relative export prices matter in determining Turkey's competitive 
power in the EU-processed tomato and grape markets”. 
Yilmaz (2002) examined the structure and specialization and international competitiveness of Turkish industry 
compared to the EU/12/15 and to the European-Mediterranean members Greece, Portugal, and Spain. Yilmaz (2002) 
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evaluated Turkey's ability to overcome difficulties and challenges that may arise from the hard competition with the 
European Union. 
“The relative concentration with respect to export markets and products makes export receipts of Turkey vulnerable to 
fluctuations in the demand conditions. Given that most of the Turkish exports face intense competition from close 
substitutes produced in other countries, avoiding large fluctuations in export receipts, and maintenance/growth of 
market shares in such major export destinations as the EU market often require price competition”. (Kotan  and 
Sayan, 2002)  
Kotan  and Sayan (2002)  investigated the significance and nature of price competition between Turkish and Southeast 
Asian exporters of selected manufacturing products in the EU market where this competition is particularly stiff. For 
this purpose, Kotan  and Sayan (2002)  estimated a model that posits that the relative market shares of Turkish and 
Southeast Asian exporters in the EU markets for commodities Kotan  and Sayan (2002)  consider are related to the 
prices of imports from respective countries. Their analysis concentrates on "textiles and garments," a leading export 
category that brings in a considerable part of Turkey's export receipts, and "technology-intensive products," which has 
recently become an export category of increasing significance for Turkey. Their results indicate that price competition 
plays a significant role in explaining the EU market shares of Turkish and Southeast Asian exporters and provide 
useful information on the magnitudes of relative price elasticities. Furthermore, they provide grounds for an evaluation 
of the possible contributions of Turkey's geographic proximity to the EU market, and the Turkey–EU Customs Union 
agreement to the price competitiveness of Turkish products against their Southeast Asian competitors. 
Yılmaz  (2003) examined the international competitiveness of the Turkish economy and the structure of specialisation 
in foreign trade in comparison with the five EU candidate countries Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Rumania, 
Poland and the EU/15.   
Yılmaz  (2003) found that: 
“• All six-candidate countries have a strong comparative advantage in exporting of labour intensive goods. Besides 
the Czech Republic all five-candidate countries also have a comparative advantage in exporting of raw material 
intensives goods. Bulgaria and the Czech Republic have established competitiveness in capital intensive goods. 
Hungary is the only country, which has a comparative advantage in exporting of easily imitable research-oriented 
goods. 
• To a certain extent the Czech Republic and Hungary are the only two countries in comparison to the other four 
countries, which have been trying to catch up and close the industrialization gap with the EU/15. The results indicate 
that these countries have been making some impressive progress to reshape their export structure since the collapse of 
the command economic system from labour intensive goods to capital-intensive, easily and difficultly imitable 
research oriented products. 
• Turkey has a strong comparative advantage in raw and labour intensive goods and so far has comparative 
disadvantages in the difficultly imitable research oriented goods and in easily imitable research-oriented goods. 
Therefore it shares the same export structure with Romania, Poland and partly with Bulgaria.” 
Utkulu and Seymen (2004a) empirically models and investigates the EU-Turkey  by not only taking classical price and 
income effects but also including non-price factors such as product innovation, commodity composition effects, 
integration of markets and etc.  
Estimation results support in general the view that the success of Turkish exports in the EU export market cannot only 
be attributed to high level of devaluation occurred especially during the 1980s. Non-price factors such as the exports 
commodity composition index, even in such a simple and crude fashion, are shown to provide meaningful explanation 
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of the successful export drive of Turkey. XCC of Utkulu and Seymen put forth significant supply effects in evaluating 
the underlying factors in Turkish export performance in the Krugman's sense (Utkulu and Seymen, 2004a).  
Özçelik and Taymaz (2004) examined the determinants of export performance of firms in the Turkish manufacturing 
industry. Özçelik and Taymaz (2004)  stated that prominent differences show up between innovator and non-innovator 
firms in terms of the impacts of such variables as firm size, advertisement intensities, ownership structures, and 
composition of employees. Importance of innovations and R&D activities, conduciveness of capital intensity, and 
insignificance of the real wage are meaningful as far as a rational international competition policy is concerned. 
Özçelik and Taymaz (2004)  stated results are suggestive of a technology-oriented and capital-formative development 
path, if Turkey is to come up with the international competitive standards. 
Utkulu and  Seymen   (2004b)  analyzed the competitiveness of Turkey with respect to the EU have been presented, 
based on seven indices of revealed comparative advantage, and calculated for the period 1990 to 2003.  Utkulu and  
Seymen   (2004b)   found that “all seven indices show that Turkey has revealed comparative advantages for seven of 
the 63 product groups: clothing and clothing accessories; vegetables and fruit; sugar, sugar preparations, honey; 
tobacco; oil seeds and oleaginous fruits; rubber manufactures; textile yarn, fabrics and related products.  Despite 
these economic crises and the effects of the Custom Union, the Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA) indices have 
remained reasonably stable. There is, however, an evidence of a weakening of intensity of comparative advantage as 
shown in the original Balassa index".  
Moreover, is in preferential trade agreement with EU on agricultural products. Regarding all the indices obtained, the 
commodity groups having the highest RCA values are the "clothing and clothing accessories” and “vegetables and 
fruit”. On the other hand, these commodities seem to lose their level of comparative advantages in time. However 
clothing and clothing accessories is still increasing their comparative advantage in the world market while decreasing 
in the EU market due to the Custom Union. The RCA values of vegetables and fruit lose their advantage in both EU 
and world market shares because of the industrialisation policies rather than the Custom Union.   
Serin  and Civan  (2008) presented an analysis of the competitiveness of Turkey’s fruit juice, olive oil and tomato 
sectors against its main rivals in EU market, Spain, Italy and Greece for the period 1995 to 2004. Serin  and Civan  
(2008) found that Turkey has a comparative advantage over its main rivals in EU market in the fruit juice and olive oil 
sectors, but not in the tomato sector. However, the results have displayed Turkey's advantages in this area has gone in 
a declining trend from 2000. As a result the recent enlargement of the European Union and new rivals for the Turkish 
agro-food industry might further lower the competitiveness of Turkey in these sectors. Because the comparative and 
comparative export performance indexes only measure observed trade data, this observation alone does not prove 
significant problems for Turkey. Distortions arising from both Turkish and European Union regulations might have 
contributed to declining competitiveness. In addition import demand estimations of Turkey infer that the market shares 
of the rival countries in the EU market are significantly determined by Turkish prices. The econometric import 
demand of the EU model shows that relative export prices matter in determining Turkey’s competitive power in the 
EU olive oil and fruit juice sectors (Serin  and Civan  (2008). The Turkish economy has important economic 
development potential. Figure 2. shows the key indicators of the Turkish Economy for the year 2010.  GDP level is 
741.9 (US$ billions), GDP per capita is 10,399 (US$) , GDP (PPP) as share (%) of world total is 1.29 and the 
population is 75.7 (millions).   
Table 3 shows the   Global Competitiveness Index  (GCI) rank and score of the Turkish Economy. According to the 
results, the rank of the Turkish Economy for GCI 2011–2012  is 59th , for GCI 2010–2011 (out of 139)  is 61th , for 
GCI 2009–2010 (out of 133) is 61th, the rank of the Turkish Economy for Basic requirements   is 64th, for institutions 
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is  80th, for infrastructure is 51th, for macroeconomic environment is 69th, for health and primary education is 75th, 
for efficiency enhancers is 52th,  for higher education and training is 74th, for goods market efficiency is 47th,  for 
labour market efficiency is 133th, for financial market development is 55th, for technological readiness is 55th, for 
market size is 17th, for innovation and sophistication factors is 58th, for business sophistication is 58th, for innovation 
is 69th. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Key Indicators of the Turkish Economy 
Source: World Economic Forum, Global Competitiveness Report 2011–2012, Klaus Schwab (Editor) , Switzerland 2011 
 
Table 3.  Global Competitiveness Index Rank and Score of the Turkish Economy 
Source: World Economic Forum, Global Competitiveness Report 2011–2012, Klaus Schwab (Editor) , Switzerland 2011 
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Figure 4 shows global competitiveness index structure of the Turkish Economy and Economies in transition from 2 to 
3.  The Turkish Economy has greater market size than  other economies in transition from 2 to 3. For the other 
indicators, there is little difference between the countries. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5 shows the most problematic factors for doing business in the Turkish Economy. The most problematic factors 
are tax rates, inefficient government bureaucracy, tax regulations, inadequately educated workforce. 
 
 
Figure 4: Global Competitiveness Index Structure of the Turkish Economy 
Source: World Economic Forum, Global Competitiveness Report 2011–2012, Klaus Schwab (Editor) , Switzerland 2011 
 
Table 5.  The most problematic factors for doing business in the Turkish Economy 
Source: World Economic Forum, Global Competitiveness Report 2011–2012, Klaus Schwab (Editor) , Switzerland 2011 
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Table 6 shows the global competitiveness index in detail for the Turkish Economy. The ranks of the variables in the 
bold show the competitiveness advantages  of the Turkish Economy. The ranks of the variables in the not bold show 
the competitiveness disadvantages  of the Turkish Economy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.  The Global Competitiveness Index in detail for the Turkish Economy  
Source: World Economic Forum, Global Competitiveness Report 2011–2012, Klaus Schwab (Editor) , Switzerland 2011 
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4. Conclusion 
Global economy has increasing competition level in both firms and countries. In this study, it is analysed the 
competitiveness of Turkish economy within the scope of  WEF global competitiveness index for the 2011-2012 
period.  According to the WEF global competitiveness index for the 2011-2012,  rank of the Turkish Economy for 
GCI 2011–2012  is 59th , the rank of the Turkish Economy for Basic requirements is 64th, for institutions is 80th, for 
infrastructure is 51th, for macroeconomic environment is 69th, for health and primary education is 75th, for efficiency 
enhancers is 52th,  for higher education and training is 74th, for goods market efficiency is 47th,  for labour market 
efficiency is 133th, for financial market development is 55th, for technological readiness is 55th, for market size is 
17th, for innovation and sophistication factors is 58th, for business sophistication is 58th, for innovation is 69th. 
The Turkish economy have to improve the competitiveness level, macroeconomic environment, higher education and 
training, innovation, technological readiness, macroeconomic environment, labour market efficiency, institutions, 
goods market efficiency. It is vital for the Turkish economy improve their competitiveness for the sustainable long run 
economic growth. 
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